Speech etiquette is an essential part of culture, behavior and human communication. Based upon a theoretical framework of politeness and face-threatening acts (FTAs), this study investigates cultural differences in apology responses (ARs) moderated by the threatened face type and the relationship between participants. A discourse completion test, consists of twelve situations is used for data collection. The data was collected from 150 Pakistani Urdu speakers (teachers, doctors, army personals, lawyers, journalists and academicians) working in different institutions and 30 British English speakers (faculty members of English Department, Coventry University, UK, Leeds University, UK and British Association of Applied Linguistics members). The findings reveal that Pakistanis are found using more positive face threatening apology responses (Acceptance and Acknowledgment) including Absolution, Dismissal, Intensifiers, and Acknowledgement with Thanking, Advice, and Suggestion, than British speakers who tend to use both positive FTAs (Acceptance) based on Absolution "That's Okay", and Dismissal "no worries at all but be careful next time" and negative FTAs based on Evasion with Deflection and Evasion with Thanking. The findings further illustrate that the understanding and demonstration of politeness and face in conversation functions are susceptible to cultural and sociolinguistic variations.
that have been used, and also how an apology is intensified, minimized, upgraded, and strengthened. However, the vital aspect of how people belonging to differing cultures as well as languages express themselves while responding to an apology is missing in the previous researches. So, ARs i.e. Apology Responses are not among the major concerns of the investigations. The major focus of prior studies such as that of Agyekum (2006 , as cited in Adrefiza & Jones, 2013 has been mainly on analyzing the performance of various apologies, rather than on evaluating the reaction and response to these apologies on the part of the people belonging to certain cultures and speaking differing languages. Bataineh and Bataineh (2008, as cited in Adrefiza & Jnoes, 2013) argue that if the vital aspect of the reaction of interlocutors towards an apology is given due importance in pragmatic investigations, it would not only supplement Pragmatics, but it would also be a prospective area for future research as this aspect of participant's reaction to the apologies would throw light not only on Pragmatics, but also on the patterns through which speech acts are realized across cultures and languages. Involving this vital aspect, pragmatic studies can also detect numerous socio-cultural features from various cultures and languages. In short, this could serve as a crucial area for future investigations.
There has been no study conducted in the realization of apology responses of Pakistani Urdu and British English speakers. This study aims to investigate how Pakistani Urdu and British English speakers realize the speech act of apology response. The main focus of the study is how both Pakistani Urdu and British English speakers adhere to some of the universal principles of politeness strategies and face works. In addition, English is a Lingua franca, as it is the most dominant language used quite regularly in official documents as well as in daily communication in Pakistan (Rahman, 1998) . The study highlights both British English and Pakistani Urdu speakers' realization of apology responses, focusing specifically at cultural commonalities and difference in the use of politeness patterns and linguistic expressions which are essential characteristics of sociocultural aspects. A wide research gap in the existing literature is present and this study has been attempted to fill in this.
Literature Review
In recent years, there has been immense interest in investigating Sociocultural transfer i.e. the phenomena of one's use of own cultural norms of speech acts into one's learned L2 language (Afghari , 2007; Wannaruk, 2008; Chang, 2009; Allami & Naeimi, 2011; Bu, 2011; Bou-Franch, 2012; Hashemian, 2012; Tavakoli & Shirinbakhsh, 2014; Yarahmad & Fathi, 2015; Jiang, 2015; Loutfi, 2016) . It creates, which Thomas (1983 Thomas ( , 1984 termed as Socio-pragmatic failures, that is defined as the "miss-match, which arises from the culturally different assessments within the social parameters of affecting linguistic size, choice of the imposition, the social distance between the speaker and hearer and the relative rights and obligations, etc." (Thomas, 1984, p. 226) According to Blum-Kulka, House, and Kasper (1989) , one of the most compelling notions in developing sociocultural competence is the idea of speech acts. The reason behind this notion is the application of these speech acts in daily conversation (Searle, 1975) . Variance in verbalization and conceptualization across cultures and languages has been one of the quite significant aspects of speech (Wierzbicka, 1994; Cohen, 2006; Sultana & Khan, 2014) .
In fact, researches on apology conversation act have been performed in solitude, without giving the due interest to the interlocutor's potential responses. Although a few researchers, such as Agyekum (2006) , Owen (1983) , Robinson (2004) , and Holmes (1990 Holmes ( , 1995 , have involved a few pragmatic apology responses in their research, the investigations still stay imperfect and undetermined with regards to language techniques and socio-pragmatic intricacies and technicalities. These studies have been handled more as a succeeding research instead of a main focus of the research, showing that scholars' interest to the subject still continues to be restricted and incomprehensive in characteristics (McCullough, 2000) .
The act of ARs continues to be complicated as it represents not only language factors, but also emotional and social components. Situational factors, Individual factors, and the interaction of situation and personality are significant aspects which perform significant roles in its understanding (McCullough, Pargament, & Thoresen, 2000) . Observing that many scholars of psychology have a systematic curiosity in analyzing such an act, a number of researchers (Gorsuch, 1988; Goffman, 1971) have also tried to link the corrective interchanges (apologizing and responding) to spiritual concepts which allow the upset individuals to pardon the violators.
Three features that may conform to apologies: (a) appreciation; (b) relief; and (c) minimization. Expressions such as: "That's OK", "You're welcome", "Think nothing about it", "That's all right", are quite common plummeting terms expressed in US communication while executing the reaction (Goffman, 1971) . These terms specify an agreement of repent, though "all right" or OK" without deictic "it" or "that's" is known as an identification of an apology (Owen, 1983) . Other terms such as "It's nothing", "Never mind", and "No problem" can be viewed as an apology acceptance strategy as they indicate the speaker's fulfilment over the wrongdoing. Later analysis on ARs, by Holmes (1995) , Robinson (2004) , and Adrefiza and Jones (2013) , for example, classified the above terms into convenience, admiration, and minimization. Other possible responses were included: acknowledgment, evasion and rejection (Holmes, 1995) . The use of pragmalinguistic gadgets can offer the use of either convenience or minimization in conversation act expression (Adrefiza & Jones, 2013) . Holmes (1995) notices that reactions to regret can be demonstrated in different means, varying from unobtrusive to several types of language terms, and sites apology reaction techniques into a few extensive groups. These terms are: Agree to, Recognize, Avoid, and Decline. Absolution "That's alright" or "That's okay" was the best suggested reply to repent, especially in British and U. S conversation (Robinson, 2004; Owen, 1983) . Acknowledgment has been also referred as AR strategy by Robinson (2004) , but such a response to apology is often expressed through non-verbal actions, and no particular verbal utterance is recognized to indicate this response strategy including shrugging as well.
As mentioned earlier, the absolution "That's alright" entails a deictic phrase as "That's" and an appraisal such as "alright" or "OK". Further, the deictic phrase may not correspond with speech act of apology, but certainly to the wrongdoing that is communicated by the apology. In other conditions, the assessment term "alright" or "OK" generally symbolizes the respondent's assessment of the wrongdoing, displaying that the offense is not regarded as serious, and is finally dismissed. Further, the expressions based on absolution opinion indicate the respondent's concern with the offender's position that has triggered an offence. Actually, in the respondent's viewpoint no offence has occurred, thus the solidarity and stability still be successful (Robinson, 2004) .
To put it simply, prior studies have targeted mostly on the production of regret, without giving enough attention to how people from various social background and "languages" respond and react to the regret. Not only can research into this matter enhance the pragmatic literature, but they can be a prospective area for further research, highlight pragmatics and conversation act understanding styles across "languages" and societies.
Methodology
This data-oriented study is based on quantitative approach to investigate the apology responses of British English and Pakistani Urdu speakers in interactive situations. For data collection, a Discourse Completion Tests (DCT), having 12 items, is developed. We personally explained and administered the DCT. All participant responses were analyzed using (SPSS-20) statistical software and summary narrative methods in order to present a realistic description of British English and Pakistani Urdu speakers ARs.
Population and Sample
The target population of this study was the academicians, teachers, lawyers, doctors, engineers, journalists, and army personals who have studied English as a subject till graduation. The participants were selected using purposive, convenience, non-random sampling procedures from different public sector organizations and institutions of capital cities of provinces of Pakistan. The British English speakers were from Coventry University, UK, Leeds University, UK, and British Association of Applied Linguistics (BAAL) members. The sample of Pakistani Urdu speakers was comparatively homogeneous in terms of their linguistic and cultural background and academic experiences. There were both male and female respondents. The target participants were serving in different public sector organizations and institutions. The only criteria for selecting the participants from different organizations and institutions was that the respondent should be educated (at least up to the bachelor's level) and should be in a job where the official written work is carried out in Urdu language, and can respond to apology situations appropriately.
Instrumentations
A Discourse Completion Test (DCT), having 12 apology response scenarios, is designed to collect information from British English and Pakistani Urdu speakers. It is pertinent to mention here that speech acts data cannot be elicited naturally, as most of the studies conducted on speech acts have used DCTs as data collection tools (Olshtain & Cohen, 1983) . The nature of such information is always a make-up sort of data. So, the DCT used in the current study consists of two parts-Part A Demographic Information and Part B Apology Response Scenarios (see Appendix A). The first part is structured to gather certain indispensable information regarding demographics such as, participants' name and status, level of education, gender, and name of institution. The part B contains 12 apology response scenarios designed to gather apology responses (realization of different pragmatic patterns) by adapting those scenarios utilized in the studies of Thijjing, (2010); Bergman and Kasper, (1993); Brown, (2008) ; Olshtain and Cohen, (1983) ; Cohen, Olshtain, and Rosenstein, (1986) . In the design of the apology situations, relation of imposition, sociocultural status (high, equivalent and low) and distance (close, equivalent, and distant) of the participants and their interlocutors is also considered. The respondents were requested to jot down responses in DCT while having considered they are interacting in real life scenarios. In order to examine the apology responses of British English and Pakistani Urdu speakers, the present study posited sociocultural variation; social distance, severity of offense and social status for each situation in DCT (see Appendix A).
Data Collection Procedures
Before administrating the DCT for data collection, researchers first sought the permission from the heads of the organizations and institutions selected for this study. Responses were collected from participants from Academia, Teachers, Doctors, Engineers, Lawyers, and Army personals. One instrument was used for data collection: Discourse Completion Test (DCT). The data from British English speakers were collected through e-mails. Ethical issues of the research were taken into account in gathering data. At each organization, researchers personally invited participants to take part in the Informed Consent Sessions. Participants were provided with the information related to this study and requested to participate in the study. Each participant was provided with the Informed Consent Sheet (see Appendix B) and the Discourse Completion Test. Participants who consented to take part in the research were asked to complete the Discourse Completion Test. Researchers explained to respondents that the study focuses on language use and apology acceptance strategies not the language ability. Researchers also explained each situation to the participants before they complete the DCT.
Data Analysis Procedures
The present study based its data analysis on Adrefiza and Jones' (2013) apology response classifications. The responses of the participants were first grouped into general strategy classifications, using language expressions with some necessary modifications regarding the objectives, politeness, and illocutionary forces. Nevertheless, in the present study, AR detailed strategies in Urdu and English are grouped as follows: Obvious difference can be seen in Absolution, Formal, Thanking, and Questioning acceptance. Absolution occurs much more frequently in the BritE apology responses (28.7%) than in PakU (16.6%). Moreover, two groups tend to use Dismissal ARs quite often, there is not much difference in the ARs of two groups (BritE, and PakU) with a ratio of (10.1:13.6). Though, the rate of Acceptance is quite high in the ARs of British English speakers yet Pakistani Urdu speakers ARs are not much low. The use of Formal acceptance is also quite high in the responses of British English speakers (3.0%). In contrast, Pakistani Urdu speakers (1.2%) tend to use less Formal acceptance strategy. In addition, British English speakers display the use of more Thanking and Intensifiers acceptance (2.0% and 5.8%) than the other group. Expressing Empathy, Expressing Emotion, and Questioning/Surprise acceptance strategies are used more frequently by the two groups equally without exhibiting tangible difference.
(b) Acknowledgement
The difference in the use of extended ARs and expressions in Acknowledgement category are quite observable between the two groups. Mainly, Acknowledgement category involves ARs (Absolution, Dismissal, and Formal Acceptance) and a variety of extra ARs and expressions including Advice/Suggestion, Accepting Remedies, In addition, British English speakers tend to disfavor "Dismissal plus" strategy, contrarily, Pakistani Urdu speakers (2.4%) responses are characterized by the use of "Dismissal plus" strategy. Further, the use of "Formal plus" acceptance strategy occurs more often in Pakistan Urdu speakers' responses than British English speakers ARs. The AR of "Advice/Suggestion" is another strategy that is mostly favored by Pakistani Urdu speakers (6.7%) than British English speakers (3.0 %). "Accepting Promises" strategy is also one of the strategies which is not used quite often by British English speakers (2.3%), though Pakistani Urdu speakers tend to use this strategy quite often with a ratio of 6.6. The use of "Accepting Remedies" and "Evaluating" remains quite low in British English speakers' responses with a ratio of 0.8:1.0. While Pakistani Urdu speakers are found using "Accepting Remedies" and "Evaluating" strategies with a ratio of 3.0:2.6 respectively.
(c) Evasion
The use of extended expressions in ARs of two groups also exhibits some acute differences. Unlike, Acknowledgement and Rejection strategies, British English speakers (BritE) tend to use "Evasion" strategy more often than Pakistani Urdu speakers (PakU). Table 4 below demonstrates the frequency of Evasion strategy of the two groups. It is obvious from the table 4 that BritE tend to use more often Deflecting/Explaining (7.2%), Request (6.8%), Thanking (4.8%), Advice/Suggestion (3.6%) and Question/Surprise (2.8%) than PakU. Unlike other strategies, PakU incline to use more Expressing Emotion strategy with a ratio of 0.9 than BritE. The table 3 below illustrates the results of Evasion category. In addition, both British English and Pakistani Urdu speakers tend to use similar proportion of Expressing Strong Emotions (0.4% and 0.4%) and Seeking for Solution (0.6% and 0.6%) strategies.
Discussion
The data provides an evidence about the use of AR expressions in English and Urdu revealing several phenomena of particular attention. Agyekum (2006) , and Holmes (1995) , who recommend that both apology and apology reactions are face threatening acts in characteristics because they position both the apologist and the participant in a challenging scenario, and consequently lengthier linguistic terms are believed to be required to support this. For a lot of individuals, it is not an event for brevity (Bennett & Earwalker, 2001) . In addition, the use of more dismissal strategies by Pakistani Urdu speakers also illustrate the culture-specific apology responses because English native speakers, as mentioned by Jones and Adrfiza (2013) do not use more Dismissal strategies, as they are supposed to exhibit negative behavior of the respondents.
It is evident from the findings of present study that the Acknowledgement techniques is considered as the addressee's weak acceptance while using a blend of acceptance expressions and additional extended terms that can damage the offender's face, and may threat the interpersonal relations. Adrefiza and Jones (2013) suggest that such responses are not expressed in solitude, these responses are combined with other additional expressions such as "That's alright" (Acceptance), including a proclamation or a warning like "If I found you repeating this blunder again, I will issue you an explanation". The findings of the current study illustrate that this strategy has been expressed through quite complicated and elaborative terms, most of the ARs in this category are presented through a number of extended speech acts for example "It's alright but you should better know the path if you want to remain protocol officer" (Participant 1). "OK but I was not expecting this from you at all, now please save your words for the disciplinary committee" (Participant 3). "It's OK but walk and move carefully" (Participant 6) "It's OK but make sure it won't happen again" (Paticipant8) in English and "koi masla nai dear! Laikan zara deehan se chalo, kesi hor me na lag jana/no problem dear! But walk carefully. I'm afraid you bump into someone else as well" (Participant 3). "Men aap ki galti ko kabool karts hoon, laiken dobara esa hua to men aap ko expel kar doon g/I accept your apology, but if you repeat again, I will expel you" (Participant 9) in Urdu. These extended expressions further highlight that the participants tend to employ such expression to manifest non-absolute Acceptance; which signals that speakers of the current study do not want to allow the offender to be at appease after committing the offense. These results clearly illustrate cultural and social rules of Vol. 8, No. 5; speaking of two cultures, as highlighted by Jones and Adrifiza (2013), British English speakers do not use Acknowledgment strategies quite often as they tend to be weak acceptance. In contrast, Pakistanis typically, accept apology with expressions like "theek he/that's Ok" but they also add quite elaborative expressions such as indicating "Advice/Suggestion", "Accepting Remedies", "Evaluating", and "Accepting Promises".
It is clear from the findings that just like Acknowledgement category, Evasion category is also expressed by the British English and Pakistani Urdu speakers through a number of additional speech acts and expressions, which seem to have the force to damage the transgressor's negative face. As it is observed, apparently, they do not seem quite severe in nature. As mentioned earlier, the data of current study is based on the classifications of Adrefza and Jones (2013), in their study, Evasion strategy expressions are found in wide variety indicating that the results of the present study are complex. While Holmes (1995 , as cited in Adrefiza & Jones, 2013 classifies Evasion category through the expression of "Let's make another time" such kind of expression is not present in the current study. Nevertheless, almost all the Evasion ARs are carrying the similar kind of illocutionary force. For example, a workmate is late to report in the office and says "I'm sorry, I missed my bus" and colleague responds "Don't make excuses. Let's work on the report. We are running out of time". In another example friend forgets to return laptop and says "Sorry, I forgot to bring it" and friend responds to apology "It's not good habit to forget your promise but please return me ASAP". Evasion is expressed in combination of other subsidiary expressions. In another example, colleague could not reach well in time to complete a report and apologizes "Sorry dear I missed the train. Pakistani Urdu speaker has demonstrated the kind of illocutionary force that is more negative and face-threatening than the British English speaker's response. It indicates again the language-specific and cultural-specific use of apology responses by Pakistani Urdu speakers. Though, British English speaker's response is also fairly long too, but it is not as face-threatening as the PakU response seems. Anyhow, these responses represent the offended person's utterance of "Warning" being commutated to the transgressor as an expression of Rejection. The speakers in the above examples are very angry and warn the offenders. The Rejection expressions mentioned illustrate the enforcement of sanctions from the offended person if the transgressor is unable to fulfil the desired objective (Kohler, 2008; Wu & Wang, 2016) . Some of the ARs of Rejection, however, are indicated along with some non-traditional remarks such as "Saying thanks to" and "Explicit apology (Non-apology "sorry"). While their utilization seems unusual in the perspective (because of their actual meanings) it is not unusual in well-known conversation. Expressions of feelings seem to depict the most of Rejection AR in Urdu and English. They illustrate that the addressees feel significantly upset and cannot suppress their feelings. The expression of "Swearing" is unavoidable and comprises the most face-threatening term found in the data but its use is restricted. Although irregular, its incidence alerts that the participant is seriously exacerbated. Swear terms are regularly associated with delicate topics like blasphemous or excrement concepts indicated in damn!, God!, bugger!, bloody (hell)! and shit! (Montagu, 1967; Norrick, 1987) . Swearing terms usually happen when the offended person is out of control or in some negative feelings, such as in feeling disgust, annoyance, great anger or stress. sensation irritation, outrage, pressure, or great rage (Anderson & Trudgill, 1990) . The use of term "Shit" is British English speaker's data makes it certain that speaker is quite furious at the wrongdoing of the offender.
Hence, acceptance can be categorized as the offended person's disagreement with the offender's claim to have done any damage by expressing an apology, in contrast, Rejection, as can be seen in the current study, expressed indirectly, is regarded as an agreement between the offended person and the offender's claim to have done some damage. Therefore, keeping in view this reason, the harmony and equilibrium cannot be achieved.
Conclusion
Advised by Adrifiza and Jones' (2013) AR category design, the result of two groups' data demonstrates the distributions of the techniques difference and the occurrence of both positive and negative face threats. British English speakers seem to use Evasion more often than Pakistani Urdu speakers; Pakistani Urdu speakers prefer to use more often the Acknowledgment category. However, not much difference is observed in other two main techniques "Acceptance and Rejection", with British English speakers displaying a greater rate of Acceptance than PakU speakers, and PakU speakers more often realizing Rejection than British English speakers. The findings of Evasion category are not found consistent with the claims of the previous studies (Kitao & Kitao, 2014; Owen, 1983 ) that both British and Pakistani cultures are fundamentally quite different from one another. According to past studies such as that of Rahman (1998) , normally, Asians, such as Pakistanis are uncertain, implied, and oblique in their conversation behaviors, which at times becomes hard to understand what they actually mean. However, the results have proven that such communicative functions are not significant in their ARs, and Pakistani Urdu speakers are amazingly explicit and direct. Further, it is amazing to see British English speakers displaying a higher use of less explicit strategies. This difference may associate, at least to some degree, to a different exhibition about politeness and face concepts within the two groups in their understanding through ARs. This trend is recognized by Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987) , who claim that the understanding and demonstration of politeness and face in conversation functions are susceptible to cultural and sociolinguistic variations. To British English participants, the implicitness may be meant to demonstrate prevention of working with the case of the apology. The different rate of Acknowledgment may also be proof of a different demonstration of politeness and face principles in the two groups' conversation styles. Allowing the perpetrator free completely, for most PakU participants, may be looked at something which causes harm to their self-worth or pride, while for most British English speakers it may be looked at the other, a way of preserving face by not sanctioning a serious offence. Therefore, PakU speakers, in a way, may agree to regret weakly in their Acknowledgements, making the violators with some type of face-threatening manifestation. Another recognizable distinction is the fact that British English speakers seem to be more negative and be less positive than PakU group in showing their apology reactions. This is indicated by the proportions at which positive reaction techniques (Acceptance and Acknowledgement) and negative reaction techniques (Evasion and Rejection) happen in each of the groups' data. The greater rate of acknowledgment reactions in PakU data may correspond with religious means, where beneficial reactions in apology are highly endorsed. The highest percentage of the reactions, and this is the case in the two groups data, is in the Acceptance classification. One third of the entire reactions, in two groups data, drop into this reaction classification, exposing a relatively high propensity to other-orientedness or self-denying in AR conversation act behaviors. As mentioned by scholars like Hofstede1 (980, 1991), Sawir (2002) , Darine and Hall (1998) , Kloph (2007) and Rusdi (2000) , it is significant to note that two cultures are supposed to be two different nations, "West compared to East", "individualism compared to collectivism", and in contrast, both cultures are said to differ from each other from the perspectives of social and personal harmony. The findings of the current research show that a great number of individuals usually prefer to keep harmony in a relationship, despite the misbehavior of one individual in the scenario that have been mentioned in this study. From linguistic expressions point of view, most reactions are not indicated in the kind of solitude, shown by, "That's OK" or "We will review the issue later", but are a part of a variety of prolonged reactions. The use of additional conversation functions and expressions bear a resemblance to Adrifiza and Jones (2011) AR design, which are classified into main strategies implicating a number of extended expressions. Nonetheless, most AR reactions are intricate and complicated, signaling the respondents' efforts to display indirectness and respect and various feelings. The elaboration, in most of situations, may also be designed to manage face risks being enforced on the addressees.
Limitations of the Study
It must be acknowledged that the current study has the following limitations:
First of all, a limited access to native speakers of English restricted this study to a few informants. The study was carried out with thirty (30) British English speakers. The idea of appropriateness can change from culture to culture and from subculture to subculture, and data from such a small sample size might have been insufficient to claim the differences in the AR behavior of British English speakers and Pakistani Urdu speakers. Therefore, the conclusions drawn from the findings of the study might not be valid in British English in general.
Finally, data was collected only from the capital cities (Lahore, Peshawar, Karachi, Quetta, and Islamabad) of provinces of Pakistan and it is also limited to only seven professions (teachers, journalists, academicians, army personals, lawyers, engineers, and doctors). Respondents from a large number of other private and public sector institutions and organization are not included in this study keeping in mind the time constraint and accessibility.
Having participants from major cities of all provinces might be used to gain more representative findings from which generalizations could be made. 
